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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Specification 

2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 89-99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
that was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. There is no support in the original disclosure for a 
process in which the adhesive resin is cooled "at a temperature not higher than a 
softening point of the adhesive resin layer by passing the laminated sheet between a 
chill roll and a pressure roll." 



Application/Control Number: 09/913,501 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1773 

5. Claims 89-1 02 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
that was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. There is no support in the original disclosure for 
heating the innermost layer at a temperature "not lower than its softening point and not 
higher than its melting point." 

Claim Objections 

6. The objections to claim 4, 48, 49, 59, and 60 have been overcome by the 
cancellation of the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 77 and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of DE 1291595A (herein referred to as 
"Zumstein"). Chow teaches a metallic foil covering for a battery (abstract). The foil 
comprises a metallic foil, a thermoplastic adhesive film, (col 1 , lines 65+) and an 
optional protective layer on the surface of the metal foil opposite the thermoplastic 
adhesive (col 2, lines 36+). The thermoplastic adhesive (herein relied upon to read on 
the claimed "innermost layer") comprises any thermoplastic resin that adheres to the 
metal foil and is heat-sealable to the plastic battery housing (col 2, lines 5+). The metal 
foil is preferably aluminum (col 3, example 2). 
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Chow does not teach that the aluminum foil should be conversion coated prior to 
lamination. However, Zumstein teaches a conversion coating for protecting metal 
surfaces against corrosion and improved adhesion to coatings. The coating comprises 
a polymethylol phenol (herein understood to read on the claimed "phenolic resin"), 
phosphoric acid, and chromic acid. The examiner notes that trivalent chromium 
phosphate results when phosphoric and chromic acids are combined. Said conversion 
coating can be applied to a variety of metal substrates, including steel and aluminum 
(col 3, lines 55; according to an oral translation). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
conversion coating taught in Zumstein to both sides of the metal foil taught in Chow. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to increase the foil's corrosion resistance 
and adhesion to coatings. 

9. Claims 79, 81 and 82 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of DE 1291595A (herein referred to as 
"Zumstein"), as applied to claims 77 and 84 above, and further in view of and further in 
view of Koike (US 4,664,994) and Fitko et al (US 4,156,672). Chow in view of Zumstein 
is relied upon as above. Specifically, Chow teaches that any thermoplastic resin that 
adheres to the aluminum foil and is heat-sealable to the plastic battery housing may be 
used as the thermoplastic adhesive (col 2, lines 1+). Chow does not teach that the 
thermoplastic adhesive may comprise polypropylene. However, Koike teaches a jacket 
for a battery wherein the jacket comprises an inside contacting layer made of polyolefin 
(abstract). Polyolefins are utilized because of their excellent heat-sealing properties 
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and acid resistance (col 2, lines 44+). Suitable polyolefins include polypropylene (col 2, 
lines 55+). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize polypropylene as the thermoplastic adhesive 
taught in Chow because Koike teaches polypropylene has been used equivalently in the 
battery jacket art as inner heat-sealable layers of multi-layered battery jackets. 
Furthermore, polypropylene has excellent a Chow also does not teach that the 
innermost layer may comprise two or more layers: and adhesive layer and an 
innermost resin layer. However, Fitko teaches that carboxyl modified polypropylene 
resins can be utilized as adhesion promoters for laminating propylene resin to aluminum 
foil (col 1 , lines 27+). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to utilize an carboxyl modified polypropylene 
adhesive layer between the polypropylene innermost layer and the aluminum foil layer. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to increase adhesion between propylene 
and aluminum. 

With regard to the limitations of claims and 81 and 82, the examiner takes the 
position that the method of making a product does not patentably distinguish the 
claimed product from a product rendered obvious by the prior art unless it can be shown 
that the claimed method of making the product inherently results in a materially different 
product. In the present case, there is no such showing. The examiner takes the 
position that he laminate rendered obvious by the prior art reads on the claimed 
laminates of claims 81 and 82 because the laminates comprise the same layers, the 
same relative orientation, and the same compositions as the claimed laminates. 
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10. Claims 79 and 83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of DE 1291595A (herein referred to as 
"Zumstein"), as applied to claims 77 and 84 above, and further in view of JP 8806781 B 
(herein referred to as Mitsui), and Fitko (US 4,156,672). Chow in view of Zumstein is 
relied upon as above, but does not teach that the thermoplastic adhesive may comprise 
propylene-ethylene-butene terpolymer. However, Mitsui teaches an adhesive 
composition useful for improving adhesion between aluminum and polyolefins, such as 
the polyolefin utilized as the plastic battery housing. Said composition comprises a 
terpolymer of propylene-ethylene and butene (see abstract). The terpolymer comprises 
0.1-10% ethylene and 1-30% butene. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to utilize the terpolymer as the thermoplastic layer taught in Chow 
because Chow teaches any thermoplastic layer which adheres to the metal foil and is 
heat sealable to the plastic battery housing may be utilized. 

Chow also does not teach that the adhesive layer, between the innermost layer 
and the adhesive layer may comprise acid-modified polypropylene. However, Fitko 
teaches that carboxyl modified polypropylene resins can be utilized as adhesion 
promoters for laminating olefin resin to aluminum foil (col 1 , lines 27+). Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize carboxyl modified 
polypropylene between the innermost layer and the aluminum foil layer of the laminate 
taught in Chow. The motivation for doing so would have been to increase the adhesion 
between thermoplastic adhesive and aluminum. 
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With regard to the limitations of claims and 81 and 82, the examiner takes the 
position that the method of making a product does not patentably distinguish the 
claimed product from a product rendered obvious by the prior art unless it can be shown 
that the claimed method of making the product inherently results in a materially different 
product. In the present case, there is no such showing. The examiner takes the 
position that he laminate rendered obvious by the prior art reads on the claimed 
laminates of claims 81 and 82 because the laminates comprise the same layers, the 
same relative orientation, and the same compositions as the claimed laminates. 
1 1 . Claims 86 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chow 
et al (US 5,134,046) in view of DE 1291595A (herein referred to as "Zumstein"), as 
applied to claims 77 and 84 above, and further in view of JP 75037688B (herein 
referred to as Sanyo). Chow in view of Zumstein is relied upon as above. Specifically, 
Chow teaches any thermoplastic resin that adheres to the aluminum foil and is heat- 
sealable to the plastic battery housing may be used as the thermoplastic adhesive (col 
2, lines 1+). Chow does not teach that the thermoplastic adhesive should comprise 
ethylene rich polypropylene. However, Sanyo teaches an adhesive agent for bonding 
polyolefin articles to metal surfaces (abstract). Said adhesive agent comprises 
propylene-ethylene copolymer having 2-15wt% ethylene. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the ethylene 
rich polypropylene taught in Sanyo as the thermoplastic adhesive taught in Chow. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to assure good adhesion to the polypropylene 
battery housing. 
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12. Claims 79 and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of DE 1291595A (herein referred to as 
"Zumstein"), as applied to claims 77 and 84 above, and further in view of JP 75037688B 
(herein referred to as Sanyo), and Fitko (US 4,156,672). Chow is relied upon as above, 
but does not teach that the thermoplastic adhesive may comprise ethylene rich 
polypropylene. However, Sanyo teaches an adhesive agent for bonding polyolefin 
articles to metal surfaces (abstract). Said adhesive agent comprises propylene-ethylene 
copolymer having 2-1 5wt% ethylene. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to utilize the terpolymer as the thermoplastic layer taught in Chow 
because Chow teaches any thermoplastic layer which adheres to the metal foil and is 
heat sealable to the plastic battery. 

Chow also does not teach that the adhesive layer between the innermost layer 
and the adhesive layer may comprise acid-modified polypropylene. However, Fitko 
teaches that carboxyl modified polypropylene resins can be utilized as adhesion 
promoters for laminating propylene resin to aluminum foil (col 1, lines 27+). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize carboxyl modified 
polypropylene between the innermost layer and the aluminum foil layer of the laminate 
taught in Chow because said composition is taught by Fitko to increase adhesion 
between propylene and aluminum. 

With regards to the method limitations, the courts have held that the method of 
making the laminate does not differentiate the claimed laminate from the laminates 
rendered obvious by the prior art unless it can be shown that the method of making the 
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laminate inherently results in a materially different product. The examiner considers the 
claims to be rendered obvious by the applied art because the laminate comprises the 
claimed layers comprising the claimed compositions. 

13. Claims 78, 80 and 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Noh (US 6,242,1 31 ) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783) and Bainbridge et al 
(US 4,002,502). Noh teaches a battery jacket comprising at least three layers: an 
innermost hermetically sealing layer (understood to read on the claimed "innermost 
resin layer"), an aluminum layer, and a nylon outermost layer (understood to read on the 
claimed "base layer") (abstract). The aluminum sheet should have a thickness of 30- 
50um (col 3, line 30). Furthermore, an adhesive layer (herein understood to read on the 
"adhesive resin layer") may be applied between the innermost hermetically sealing layer 
and aluminum layer or outermost layer and aluminum, respectively (col 3, lines 40+). 

Noh does not teach that the aluminum layer should be conversion coated prior to 
lamination. However, Komai teaches that there are several surface pretreatments that 
can be done to aluminum sheets in order to improve adhesion of a thermoplastic resin 
layer to the aluminum sheet (col 1 , lines 40+). One such treatment is the chemical 
treatment of the aluminum sheet with a phosphate solution (col 1, lines 45+). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to phosphate coat both sides of the aluminum sheet taught in Noh. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to improve the adhesion of the thermoplastic 
layers thereto. 
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Noh does not teach that the aluminum layer should comprise 0.3-9.0wt% iron. 
However, Bainbridge teaches an aluminum alloy comprising 0.5-1 0wt% iron (abstract). 
Bainbridge teaches that such alloys have improved workability over aluminum (col 1 , 
lines 6+). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize an 
aluminum alloy comprising 0.5-1 0wt% iron as the aluminum layer taught in Noh. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to increase the aluminum sheet's workability. 
14. Claims 78, 80, and 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783) and 
Bainbridge et al (US 4,002,502). Chow teaches a metallic foil covering for a battery 
(abstract). The foil comprises a metallic foil, a thermoplastic adhesive film, (col 1 , lines 
65+) and an optional protective layer on the surface of the metal foil opposite the 
thermoplastic adhesive (col 2, lines 36+). The thermoplastic adhesive (herein relied 
upon to read on the claimed "innermost layer") comprises any thermoplastic resin that 
adheres to the metal foil and is heat-sealable to the plastic battery housing (col 2, lines 
5+). The metal foil preferably is aluminum (col 1, line 66) with a thickness of 10-100um 
(col 2, line 18). 

Chow does not teach that the aluminum foil should be conversion coated prior to 
lamination. However, Komai teaches that there are several surface pretreatments that 
can be done to aluminum sheets in order to improve adhesion of a thermoplastic resin 
layer to the aluminum sheet (col 1 , lines 40+). One such treatment is the chemical 
treatment of the aluminum sheet with a phosphate solution (col 1 , lines 45+). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to phosphate coat both sides of the aluminum sheet taught in Chow. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to improve the adhesion of the thermoplastic 
layers thereto. 

Chow does not teach that the aluminum layer should comprise 0.3-9.0wt% iron. 
However, Bainbridge teaches an aluminum alloy comprising 0.5-1 0wt% iron (abstract). 
Bainbridge teaches that such alloys have improved workability over aluminum (col 1 , 
lines 6+). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize an 
aluminum alloy comprising 0.5-1 0wt% iron as the aluminum layer taught in Chow. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to increase the aluminum sheet's workability. 
15. Claims 87 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chow 
et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783) and Bainbridge et al (US 
4,002,502), as applied to claims 78, 80, and 85 above, and further in view of JP 
75037688B (herein referred to as Sanyo). Chow is relied upon as above. Specifically, 
Chow teaches that any thermoplastic resin that adheres to the aluminum foil and is 
heat-sealable to the plastic battery housing may be used as the thermoplastic adhesive 
(col 2, lines 1+). Chow does not teach that the thermoplastic adhesive may comprise 
ethylene rich polypropylene. However, Sanyo teaches an adhesive agent for bonding 
polyolefin articles to metal surfaces (abstract). Said adhesive agent comprises 
propylene-ethylene copolymer having 2-15wt% ethylene. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the ethylene 
rich polypropylene taught in Sanyo as the thermoplastic adhesive taught in Chow. The 
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motivation for doing so would have been to assure good adhesion to the polypropylene 
battery housing. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 1 03-1 1 0 are allowable over the prior art. 

Specifically, the prior art fails to teach the claimed method of making the polymer 
battery module packaging sheet wherein the surface processed by the chemical 
conversion treatment of the aluminum layer is heated at a temperature not lower than 
the softening point of the adhesive resin. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-76 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1 ) has been overcome 
by amendment. Komai does not teach the newly claimed chemical treatment and/or 
iron content. 

The rejection of claims 2, 3, 5-8, and 50-53 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), 
and Koike et al (US 4,664,994) has been overcome for the reasons stated above. 

The rejection of claims 1 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Noh (US 6,242,131) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783) has been overcome by 
amendment. Komai does not teach the newly claimed chemical treatment and/or iron 
content. 
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The rejection of claims 2, 3, and 5-8, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Noh (US 6,242,131) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783), and Koike 
et al (US 4,664,994) is overcome for the reasons stated above. 

The rejection of claims 1, and 9-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Noh (US 6,242,131) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783), Koike et 
al (US 4,664,994), and Fitko et al (US 4,156,672) has been overcome by amendment. 
Komai does not teach the claimed chemical treatment and/or iron content 

The rejection of claims 1, 9, and 15-25 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), 
JP 8806781 B (herein referred to as Mitsui), and Fitko (US 4,156,672) has been 
overcome by amendment. Komai does not teach the claimed chemical treatment and/or 
iron content. 

The rejection of claims 1, 9, and 26-31 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), 
Koike et al (US 4,664,994), and Aoyama et al (US 4,597,818) has been overcome by 
amendment. Komai does not teach the claimed chemical treatment and/or iron content. 

The rejection of claims 1, 9, 32-35, and 37-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al 
(US 6,238,783B1), JP 75037688B (herein referred to as Sanyo), and Fitko (US 
4,156,672) has been overcome by amendment. Komai does not teach the claimed 
chemical treatment and/or iron content. 



Application/Control Number: 09/913,501 Page 14 

Art Unit: 1773 

The rejection of claims 36 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), JP 
75037688B (herein referred to as Sanyo), and Fitko (US 4,156,672), as applied to 
claims 1, 9, 32-35 and 37-41 above, and further in view of Haruta et al (US 3,773,609) 
has been overcome for the reasons stated above. 

The rejection of claims 43, 49, 54, and 60 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1 ), 
Fukuda et al (US 6,245,456), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336) has been overcome for the 
reasons stated above. 

The rejection of claims 57 and 58 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), Fukuda et al 
(US 6,245,456), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336), as applied to claims 43, 49, and 54 above, 
and further in view of Koike et al (US 4,664,994) has been overcome for the reasons 
stated above. 

The rejection of claims 44, 49, 55, 60, 61 , and 62 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 
6,238,783B1), Fitko et al (US 4,156,672), Ferment (US 5,650,243), and Kiriazis (US 
6,083,336) has been overcome. 

The rejection of claims 46, 47, 65, and 66 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1), 
Fitko et al (US 4,156,672), Ferment (US 5,650,243), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336), as 
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applied to claims above, and further in view of Koike et al (US 4,664,994) has been 
overcome. 

The rejection of claims 45 and 56 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1 ), Fitko et al (US 
4,156,672), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336) has been overcome. 

The rejection of claims 63, 64, 67, and 68 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chow et al (US 5,1 34,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1 ), 
Fitko et al (US 4,156,672), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336), as applied to claims 45 and 56 
above, and further in view of Koike et al (US 4,664,994) has been overcome. 

The rejection of claims 66-76 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chow et al (US 5,134,046) in view of Komai et al (US 6,238,783B1 ), Fitko et al (US 
4,156,672), and Kiriazis (US 6,083,336), as applied to claims 45 and 56 above, and 
further in view of JP 75037688B (herein referred to as Sanyo) has been overcome. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin R Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Thibodeau can be reached on 571-272-1516. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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